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In accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. §41.41, Appellants herewith 
reply to the Examiner's Answer mailed June 9, 2009. 

In general, Appellants believe the points raised by the Examiner in the Answer 
have all been addressed in Appellants' Main Brief. The only issue raised in the 
Examiner's Answer that may benefit from additional comments on the part of the 
Appellants is the position of the Examiner that the language in the claims, particularly 
claim 1, regarding processing that takes place at the workstation, is only a statement 
of intended use, which the Examiner believes is satisfied by the Buytaert reference, 
by virtue of a user at the workstation disclosed in the Buytaert reference performing 
such processing steps mentally. 

In response, Appellants submit that the explicit language of independent claim 
1 describes the generation of an RIS client window and RIS interaction masks, and 
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states that the general purpose processing and analysis of the images at the 
processor is undertaken using this RIS client window and the RIS interaction masks. 
Appellants submit that such tools (client window and interaction masks) make sense 
only when implemented by or through or on a computer. Appellants submit that, 
although the Examiner is correct that certain tasks can be performed in the mind of 
the user who is employing the system disclosed in the Buytaert reference, those 
tasks do not and cannot involve the "mental equivalent" of a client window or 
interaction masks. This is one reason why Appellants stated in their Main Brief that 
the Buytaert reference provides no details as to how any computer-supported 
analysis or processing takes place. As noted in Appellants' Main Brief, the only 
disclosure in the Buytaert reference that might relate to such processing is the 
display of the RIS client windows for the purpose of adding demographic patient 
information to the acquired images. There is no teaching or suggestion in the 
Buytaert reference to conduct any type of processing or analysis of the image itself, 
and more importantly there is no teaching to undertake such analysis or evaluation 
via single work station (processor) making use of an RIS mediator and an RIS 
server, with the processor being programmed as an RIS client, as set forth in 
independent claim 1. 

Appellants therefore respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is 
patentable over the teachings of the references relied upon by the Examiner, as are 
all of the claims depending therefrom. 

An oral hearing is not being requested in connection with this appeal, and 
therefore the appeal is a form ready for transmittal to the Board of Patent Appeals 
and Interferences. 
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The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which 
may be required, or to credit any overpayment to account No. 501519. 
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